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Unified organizational systems with integrated 
information systems are required to deliver effective referral and 
remedial services to children who are experiencing learning problems. 
However, such organized systems do not exist widely enough in our 
schools. The purpose of the project was to develop a consensually 
derived data-referral system for delivering educational services in a 
model school district through the application of systems analysis and 
design techniques. In cooperation with educational personnel from the 
model school district, the authors carried out a four-phase system 
projected over a two year period. The result of the project was the 
development of a data-referral system entitled the Problem Oriented 
Educational Record which was accepted and implemented in the model 
school district on a regular basis. Checklists and progress chart are 
included in the appendix. (Author/SH) 
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Educators are accountable for arranging the teaching and 
learning environment so that every studertt achieves constant 
and continuous developmental progress. 

The school district wherein this study was conducted is 
similar to many districts in the United States. The district 
is semi-suburban and semi-rural and growing. 

It is similar also in that many students have one or more 
problems subsumed under the categories of (1) deficit academic 
achievement, (2) physical handicaps, and/or (3) social behavioral 
difficulties. Simultaneously the district has increased the 
quantity of specialized services available to students; some 
such services are provided by specialized personnel who are 
internal to the district's operation and some services provided 
by external agencies. Such specialized services are provided 
in the areas of: special education, guidance and counseling, 
speech , health , reading, physical education, psychological, 
and social services. 

The district is typical also in that while there is no 
clearly stated policy or program objectives for such services, 
there is observable evidence that the district desires to 
provide maximum services to children needing special services 
so that they may continue to develop. The trend in the district 
is to provide services to students and teachers that will 
enable the student to achieve in regular classrooms. 

What is also observable is that the processes of iden- 
tification, referral, diagnosis, instruction, evaluation, and 
followup are, except in a few instances, unsystematic. 

Because these processes are unsystematic it is question- 
able whether or not the delivery systeir.8 between needs and 
services are being fully maximized. What is apparent is that 

(1) some children who need services are not receiving them, 

(2) some children .*«re receiving the wrong service, and (3) most 
children who receive specialized services rarely receive . 
follow-up evaluation. 

During the analysis of these specialized service processes 
the researchers operated on the following assumptions: 

1. The school systems outputs of productivity, morale, 
integration (between staff needs and organizational needs), 
and organizational health (organizational survival depen- 
dent upon the organizations ability to meet the needs of 
its environment or community) are dependent upon the quality 
and clarity of inputs and processing factors in the school 
system. 

2. System outputs are highly dependent upon: 

(a) clearly defined policy ard procedures. 

(b) clearly defined role expectations. 

(c) ability to measure and communicate outputs. 
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(d) staff involvement in determining policy and objectives. 

(e) flexibility of organization to change inputs and 
processes to maximize outputs and meet new needs. 

(f) organizational communications must be systematically 
designed, both vertically and horizontally, to 
maximize the coordination and delivery of resources 
to meet individual needs. 

3. Dysfunctions within tho processes of a school system usually 
result in the ineffective use of inputs to produce desired 
outputs. The processes of a school system are the means 
by which thoy arrange or structure expertise, information, 
and expectations in order to match th-^se resources with 
the specific needs of students so that students demonstrate 
continuous academic and social development, 

1. The processes or operations of a school district are 

depen.'ent upon (1) clearly defined roles and functions that 
subdivide the group task, (2) a clearly defined communi- 
cations system to insure adequate information by which 
to perform functions, <3) a clearly defined system of group 
interaction to carry out tasks assigned to each role, and 
(H) a defined control system for group operations to 
insure unity of goal direction. 

5. Critical mass necessitates that efforts be concentrated 
and intensive*, if not efforts will be dispersed and lost, 
and their impact will diminish without effecting important 
changes. 

6. Output or achievement is defined as the outcome resulting 
from the inputs into the organization and processed through 
the organization's operational subsystems. 

The purpose of the study being discussed was to conduct 
a system analysis of the manner in which a variety of pupil 
personnel , instructional ) and administrative services are 
being utilized in order to maximize educational benefits for 
students in the school district who are experiencing lecxming 
difficulties. More specifically the objectives of the study 
were : 



(1) to facilitate the development of consensually desired 
program objectives for services to handicapped learners. 

(2) to develop a data referral system which would include: 

a. a referral system for the identification of handi- 
capped learners, 

b. specified alternatives for assigning and coordin- 
ating referral services, and 

c. follow-up systems for periodic evaluation of services 
provided to handicapped learners. 
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A secondary purpose of the proiect Was to utilize and 
evaluate the effectiveness of systems analysis procedures as 
a means of accomplishing the obiectives of the study. 

Theoretical concepts derived in p;eneral systems theory 
provide the conceptual framework for this study. Within this 
context the school district being studied is conceived to be 
an open system. A system is defined as a set of components 
(roles or processes) in continuous interaction with one another. 
Conceptually the school district is viewed as a complex series 
of interacting human and nonhuman resources that are organized 
to accomplish desired educational outcomes. For example 
students, teachers, educational specialists and administrators 
among others, interact within the structures of the school 
district in order to facilitate the educational growth of 
students. The behaviors (tasks, activities, decisions, etc.) 
of the members of each constituent group have implications for 
and effect on each of the others, as well as the instructional 
learning processes within the system. 

The school district is viewed as an "open system" to the 
extent that it functions as an integral part of a larger social 
environment. Open systems accept and respond to inputs and 
feedback from other systems within their environment. For 
example parents i local school board members, governmental 
agencies, accreditating associations, and other educational 
institutions have input into the decision making and edu- 
cation-'.l processes of school. In addition there are social, 
economic, and political forces operating in the environment 
that effect the internal affairs of the school district. As 
an open system the school district also serves its societal 
environment by providing outputs of better educated citizens. 

Given the assumptions of an open system any attempt to^ 
analyzo and understand a school district's program for servicing 
the needs of students with learning difficulties must take 
into iccount variables internal and external to the system. 
There are four distinct theoretical approaches toward con- 
ceptualizing and analyzing open systems according to Immegart.-'- 

1. Comprehensive Systems Theories 

These theories focus generally and often subiectively 
on total, or whole, systems and their obvious components, 
the components' attributes, and the relationships between 
the components and their attributes.^ 

2 . Process Theories 

Theories of this type are concerned with microscopic 
analysis and focus on the processing of inputs through 
subsystems into system output.^ 
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3, Theories of System Properties 

These theories represent macroscopic analysis and are 
derived from the recurring oroperties and states evin 
in the life-space of a wide variety of systems.^ 

Output Theories 

Theories of this type focus on the outcomes or products 
of system action relati 
and/or its environment. 



of system action relative to their impact on the system 



After thoughtful consideration of each of these four 
approaches it was decided that the "process" method Oj! analysis 
was most appropriate for use in this study for the following 
reasons. First, the microscopic analytical procedures of this 
approach offered the greatest probability of' obtaining a 
maximum amount of information regarding the transformation of 
system inputs into outputs . Second , the outputs were not 
clearly defined. Finally the process approach would enable 
the current educational system to be analyzed within a 
holistic framework and, thereby, provide more detailed infor- 
mation for redesign purposes. 

The process approach permits the researcher to analyze 
the school district as an open system by microscopically 
identifying the various inputs, processes, and outputs of the 
system. As Immegart indicates the classic "black box" model 
graphically communicates the nature of this approach. 



Figure 1. Input -System-Output Model 

Processing ' 

Input -~ • _ .': Subsystems y 'Output 

Black Box , ' 
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VUthin this model the system is conceived as consisting 
of a number of subsystems that process or transform input into 
output. In terms of the system currently being studied the 
processing subsystems conceivably might includes (1> identi- 
fying handicapped learners, (2) referring them to the appropriate 
educational specialists or services, (3? diagnosing the nature 
of their learning difficulties, (14) developing remedial and/or 
instruction programs for the student, and (5) evaluating the 
ressults ot such remediation and/or instruction over both 
short and long range time periods. 

The activities included in each of these inter-related 
subsystem processes is initiated as a result of information input 
in the form of data about the student and his problems. This 
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information input is then processed through the respective 
subsystems where it is transformed into operational behaviors 
on the part of the student, teachers, educational specialists, 
etc. The output of each subsequent subsystem and ultimately 
the total system contributes to the eventual resolution of 
the student's learning difficulty, Picture 2 presents this 
process-subsystem flow graphically. 



Figure 2. Input-Output Systems Model for Process Subsystems 
for Service to Handicapped Learners 
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This ?*input-process-output" model serves as the conceptual 
framework for the collection, analysis, and synthesis of the 
data during each of four phases of the study. In each of the 
phases discussed below the systems analysts work collaboratively 
with school district personnel, parents, community groups, 
and other resource persons in fulfilling the requirements of 
each phase. 

The remainder of this paper will describe the three phases 
of the project: (1) analysis of the current system, (2) design 
of a new system, and (3) system testing, modification, and 
implementation. See Figure 3 for a flow chart of the project. 
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Phase I - Analysis of Current Systems 
A. Purpose 

The initial phase of the project was concerned with 
the collection and analysis of data that described the 
current operation of special services in the school 
district. Principles and techniques derived from 
general systems theory were used to: 

(1) identify, define, and describe the components 
in the special services program with particular 
emphasis on the interrelationships between the 
components , 

(2) analyze inputs (recources and information) to the 
various subsystem processes (identification, 
referral, diagnosis, remediation and evaluation 
of handicapped learners) , and the outputs 
(educational ben'afits) of the total system, 

(3) identify and analyze various dysfunctions in the 
system that contribute to the ineffective delivery 
of support services to students, 

(»♦) identify various kinds of information existing 
in the school system that was related to the 
operation of special services and to student 
achievement and developmental problems, and^ 

(5) identify existing suDport services for serving 
handicapped learners with particular emphasis on 
determining what additional support services are 
required in order to meet the needs of students. 

B'. Research Methods 

A variety of procedures were used to collect data 
required to describe the current system for delivering 
special services to handicapped learners. Procedures 
used were as follows. 

(1) Patterned interviews of key school and non- 
school resource personnel were conducted. 
Personnel interviewed included: district and 
school administrators, classroom teachers , 
guidance personnel, reading specialists, speech 
therapists, special educational personnel, school 
nurses, and consulting teachers. 
The content of the patterned interview focused 
on the interviewees' perceptions of: 

a. school district goals, objectives, policies, 
and procedures related to the education of 
handicapped learners , 

b. school district and external personnel roles 
and functions, 

c. procedures for defining and identifying 
handicapped learners , 

d. procedures for referring students to appro- 
priate professional resources for diagnosis 
and remediation, 

ERIC 
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e. procedures used for evaluating the outcomes 
• of remediation and for conducting short and 

long range follow-up of students, 

f. procedures for collecting, maintaining, and 
using information related to student achievement 
and development, and information pertinent 

to the delivery of special services to 
handicapped learners, 

g. school district communications channels and 
problems related to the delivery of special 
services , 

h. various system dysfunctions, problems, and 
failures. 

(2) A random sample of case studies of handicapped 
learners was analyzed in order to gather information 
that accurately described current practices and 
system dysfunctions. 

(3) A random sample of cumulative records of handi~ 
capped and non-handicapped learners was analyzed 
for the purpose of obtaining comparative infor- 
mation regarding: 

a. ' student .demographic and educational charar 

teristics , 

b. student achievement and development progress, 

c. system responses to students with particular 
types of problems. 

(U) Psychological test batteries currently being used 
were analyzed, with particular attention to the 
validity of the relationship between the specific 
instrument and the purpose for which it was being 
used in the district. 

(5) A random sample of health and medical records 
was analyzed to determine what information is 
available. 

(6) Standardized achievement tests and procedures 
were analyzed, particularly the validity of the 
relationship between the specific instrument and 
the purpose for which it was being used in the 
district. 

C. Systems Analysis * Findings 

The results of the systems analysis were classified 
according to an input-process-output conceptual frame- 
work. This approach pi?ovided an opportunity to compre- 
hensively describe important components of the system, 
the interaction between these components, and the significant 
dysfunctions that existed in the system. 
(1) Input Findin gs 

The system unH'er study consisted of a variety 
of inputs (information and resources) that were 
processed through an organizational structure 
to produce outputs that seek to maximize the 
delivery of special services to handicapped 
children* 
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The inputs emphasized in the analysis were? 

a. district policy for handicapped learners, 

b. district program obiectives for handicapped 
learners , 

c. district definition of handicapped learner, 
and 

d. the means of communicating items 1-3. 



The data reported represented only information wherein 
there was a high degree of consensus or lack of consensus based 
on a content analysis of the interview responses and analysis 
of pertinent documentation. Random individual responses were 
not reported. 

Analysis of system inputs indicated! a lack of clearly 
stated educational policies, goals, and objectives; ineffective 
communication mechanisms, and a lack of agreement concerning 
the definition and characteristics of handicapped learners. 



Input Analysis ; Implications and Recommendations 

Organizational outputs are highly dependent upon : 
clearly defined policy and procedures; clearly defined role 
expectations staff involvement in determining program goals 
and procedures ; structural flexibility that permits the change 
of inputs and processes in order to maximize outputs and meet 
new needs; organizational communications that are systematically 
designed, both vertica." ly and horizontally; and maximum coor- 
dination and delivery of resources to meet individual needs. 
Therefore the analysts recommended that a collaborative decision 
making process, involving administrators, teachers, specialists, 
and school board members be used to define and make recommend- 
ations to the school board regarding; 

1. district policy for handicapped learners, including 
an extended definition of handicapped learners , and 

2. district program objectives for handicapned learners 
based upon output criteria. Such criteria can be 
utilized for the identification of handicapped 
learners, determining the allocation of resources, 
and program evaluation. 

It was further recommended that j 

1. policy and objectives for services to handicapped 
learners^ be developed, initially without reference 

to existing resource personnel or financial resources, 

2. resources from the Vermont State Department of Edu- 
cation, University of Vermont, and U. S. Office of 
Education be utilized by the policy and program 
objectives development committee in their deliberations 
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3. the systems analysts be charged to coordinate and 
assist the committee, and 

4. the committee's tentative conclusions of its 
deliberations be disseminated to the entire district *s 
staff for consensual validation before, being presented 
to the Board of Education. 



Process Findings 

Systems and organizations devise structures and processes 
by which they transform inputs into outputs. The efficiency 
and effectiveness of the outputs are highly dependent upon 
the ability to process inputs in such a wav as to not dissipate 
the strength of the inputs. 

The purpose .if the processes in the system under study 
was to match specialized inputs with the specific needs of 
individual students so that the student can experience con- 
tinuous educational and social progress . 

The process factors emphasized in the systems analysis 
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1» school district personnel and external resource persons 
who participate in the delivery of supoort services 
and the specific functions that they perform, 

2. procedures for identifying, referring, diagnosing, 
treating, and evaluating handicapped learners, 

3. information and communications networks, and 

^. critical information needs of system personnel that 
were not being met by current procedures. 



Process Analysis ! I mplications and Recommendations 

Dysfunctions within the processes of an organization 
usually result in the ineffective use of inputs to produce 
desired outputs. The processes of a school system are the • ; 
means by which they arrange or structure expertise, information, 
and expectations in order to match these resources with the 
specific needs of students so that students demonstrate contin- 
uous academic and social development. 

The processes or operations of a school district are 
dependent upon clearly defined! (1) roles and functions that 
subdivide the group task, (2) communications systems to insure 
adequate information to perform functions, (3) systems of 
group interaction to carry out tasks assigned to each role, 
and (4) control systems for group onerations to insure unity 
of goal direction. 

Specific recommendations were as follows. 

1. Based on program objectives role functions and tasks 
bo defined to accomplish the objectives. 
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2. A communications system be clearly defined to insure 
the transmittal of information to the appropriate 
sources. Iriformation criteria should be developed 

to insure that once a handicapped learner is identified 
that the student is referred to the appropriate source 
for help. A defined referral system must greatly 
decrease the current time lags between identification, 
referral, diagnosis, and instruction. Such a referral 
system demands valid and reliable information regarding 
the expertise of resources, identification of needs, 
and continuing evaluation of the services provided. 
The current centralized authority system may facilitate 
record keeping but impede the rapid delivery of appro- 
priate services to handicapped learners. 

3, It is essential that the diagnostic process be clearly 
defined to minimize error in subjective judgment. The 
validity and reliability of existing standardized 
testing and diagnostic instruments should be analyzed 
to determine the appropriateness of such relative to 
the handicaps being identified. 

A continuous evaluation and follow-up system to 
determine the effectiveness of instructional and 
treatment services provided handicapped learners be 
implemented. 



Output Findings 

Output or achievement is defined as the outcome resulting 
from the inputs into the organization, processed through the 
organization's operational subsystems. The output factors 
emphasized in the systems analysis were: (1) evaluation and 
follow-up of programs, (2) unresolved problems, and (3) staff 
recommendations . 

The principal findings resulting from the analysis of the 
system's outputs demonstrated the absence of systematic 
evaluation and follow-up procedures , poorly defined staff 
roles and responsiblities for evaluation of student achievement, 
and the absence of evaluation criteria. 

The following recommendations emerged: 

1. a systematic, continuous evaluation system based on 
defined objectives is needed to assess the quality 

and quantity of services provided handicapped learners; 

2. clearly defined roles, functions, communications 
channels, and patterns of coordination are needed to 
maximize the delivery of services to handicapped 
learners ; 

3. early identification criteria and procedures are 
needed for handicapped learners ; and 

t*. inservice training on handicapped' learners should 
be provided to teachers and administrators once a 
new system is designed. 
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Summary 

The purpose, procedures, findint^s, recommendations of the 
systems analysis (Phase I) were presented to school district 
personnel in March, 1972, in a written report. The report was 
discussed thoroughly with the administrative leadership of 
the district which resulted in the formation of a task force 
to initiate Phase II of the project. 
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Phase II - System Design 

The operational philosophy of the systems analysts was 
that their role was to provide district personnel with technical 
assistance in such a way that district Dersonnel would design 
and establish a new delivery system for all special services 
in the district. The analysts and district personnel were in 
agreement that such analysis and planning would require 
consensus and commitment within the district if such plans 
were to become .a reality. A district task force established 
for Phase II included classroom teachers, specialists from 
each specialty area, principals, and central office admin- 
istrators . 

The primary objective of Phase II was to design a new 
system (input, processes, outputs) for more effectively and 
efficiently bringing educational services to handicapped 
learners, The approach was to be a collaborative effort 
involving school district personnel, the systems analysts 
team, selected special education professionals, and other 
interested and qualified individuals. The new design model 
was to incorporate the best aspects of the current system 
as well as new elements that would contribute to a more viable 
program for handicapped learners. Final decisions r.3garding 
the nature of the newly designed system and its ultimate 
adoption was to be the responsibility of school district 
personnel. 

The design of a new systems model was to be facilitated 
by addressing the following critical questions. 

1. What is the operational definition of a handicapped 
learner? 

2. What are the district's stated mission and general 
goals regarding seryices for handicapped learners? 

3. What are the specific program objectives for serving 
handicapped learners? 

How and by whom are handicapped learners to be 
identified? 

5. What data concerning the behavior of handicapoed 
learners is required for developing a data referral 
system? 

6. What alternatives currently exist for serving handi- 
capped learners? 

7. What potential alternatives are there for serving 
handicapped learners? 

9. What specific functions and services are required for 

serving handicapped learners? 
9. How can the identification, referral, diagnostic, 

instructional, remedial, evaluation, and follow-up 

subsystems best be operationalized? 

10. What is the best ^system of coordination and commun- 
ication to maximize services to handicapped learners? 

11. What procedures should be imnlemented in order to 
Qvaluate the effectiveness of services to handicapped 
learners? 
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12. What follow-up procedures are required for serving 
handicapped learners? 

The task force's first activity was to analyse and 
discuss the Phase I report. .The task force accepteid the report 
without significant modification. 

Numerous meetinj^s were held in which the possibility of 
establishing minimum learning objectives for each grade level 
was discussed.^ These discussions helped to clarify the diff- 
erences in beliefs and attitudes among the district personnel 
with regard to the delivery of specialized services and with 
regard to accountability. Various staff members identified 
with a variety of philosophic positions: behaviorists , humanists, 
neurologists, etc. 

The systems analysts attempted to, at different times, 
introduce additional information to facilitate agreement among 
the staff, and to recommend tasks that would help the design 
process to continue. Attempts were made to formulate a district 
policy on the delivery of special services, to design sample 
rrinimum objectives, and to gather additional information on 
student needs— all of these efforts continued to be blocked 
by staff resistance to the issue of minimum objectives. In 
fact for a period of two months the task force operations 
completely stopped. 

It was decided by the district administrators and systems 
analysts to attempt to revitalize the task force and to do .so 
by focusing on the subsystems within the SDecial services 
delivery system. The subsystems focused upon would be (1) iden- 
tification, (2) referral, (3) diagnosis, (U) remediation, and 
(5) evaluation. For each of these subsystems the task force 
would define operational procedures, personnel roles, decision- 
making criteria and procedures, communication procedures, and 
evaluation procedures. The task force willingly accepted this 
charge . 

The task force proceeded to further analyse student needs 
by examining student records and designing a student screening 
checklist which they pilot tested with a random selection of 
teachers in each school. They established eligibility criteria 
for the various service areas. They examined alternative 
communications and decision-making procedures that could be 
utilized. At this juncture the task force indicated that they 
better understood the individual parts of the system that was 
emerging, but that they were having difficulty conceotualizing 
and designing the total system. The systems analysts then 
presented to them a similar system that was being developed in 
the medical profession. It was decided by the task force that 
this system could be appropriately modified to fit the needs 
of the school district. The new design easily incorporated 
the specific procedures developed to-date by the task force. 
The new system design was named the Problem Oriented Educational 
Record System and is described as follows. 
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Problem Oriented Educational Reoord 

The Problem Oriented Educational Record (POER) is an 
adaptation of the Problem Oriented Medical Record (POMR) 
developed by Dr. Lawrence Weed, The POER is an integrated 
information and organizational system that unifies student 
information, facilitates systematic decision-making, and 
coordinates and monitors the delivery of specialized services 
to individual students. 

The POER consists of six sequential phases and appropriate 
feedback loops. Each phase defines specific procedures for 
data collection and analysis, communications, and decision- 
making. Thfe six phases are: (1) establishment of a comprehen- 
sive data base on individual students using specific identi- 
fication techniques and procedures, (2) preparation of 
problem lists and supporting data, and referral and diagnostic 
procedures, (3) formulation of soecific learning plans, 
(U) implementaion of progress note system to provide a 
continuous evaluation and feedback system, (5) activate flow 
sheet system to interrelate multiple problems , monitor rjrogress , 
and assess the effectiveness of specialized services, and 
(6) activation of a periodic chart review system to identify 
the parts of the system that need improvement. 

The POER can be adapted to the individual needs of any 
school*, it is also so designed so that it lends itself to the 
developmental sophistication of the users. 

Meeting the individual learning needs of students so that 
they may experience continuous positive development requires 
that educators know where the student is when he or she begins 
and what goal he or she is seeking to achieve. It is equally 
important to know where the student is between the two points 
at any given moment*, we cannot, for the student's sake, afford 
to wait until the end of a long period of time to realize 
that little or no progress was achieved. 

In this process, it is important to have information 
about the whole child available to us. The child before us 
is a single unity composed of physical, emotional, intellectual, 
and social characteristics. Unfortunately society's specialists 
view the child through their own small window. Therefore, if 
schools are to serve the whole child, the organizational 
structure and processes of the school must facilitate the 
communications among these specialists so that they can 
contribute their expertise to the child's total development. 

Such unified organizational systems demand an integrated 
information system. The medical profession, a profession not 
unlike the educational profession, has been faced with the 
same dilemmas unifying all information about a patient to 
provide a coordinated delivery system of specialized services. 
In response to this need, the medical profession has developed 
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^ continuous process termed the Problem Oriented Medical 
Record System ^POMR) . 

We have modified the POMR specifically to meet the needs 
of children and to coincide with the information and proposals 
^enf^rated in Phases I and II by the staff of the school district 
m this study. It is imperative to remember during the 
description of the Problem Oriented Educational Record System 
(POER) that the system defines staff patterns of interactive 
behavior as well as a specific data collection system. 

Outline of POER 

There are six basic sequential phases in the POER. Each 
of the phases will be introduced in this section; the next 
section of the report will thoroup;hly describe each of the 
phases . 

Phase One - Initial Data Base (Identification) 

An initial data base must be established for each student 
that is identified as possibly needing additional personnel 
services. This is the identification phase and the beginning 
of an organic data base that will grow as we learn more about 
the student. 

Phase Two - Problem Lists (Referral/Diagnosis) 

Many students have more than one problem at a time; 
therefore, a problem list is generated for each problem by 
the appropriate specialist or teacher. These lists are 
continuously up-dated. In the beginning each problem list 
consists of the preliminarv definition of the problem and 
whatever supporting information (objective and subjective) 
that is available on the problem. All Droblem lists are always 
available to all specialists, the classroom teacher, and 
principal so that interactive problems can be diagnosed; for 
example, an eyesight problem may be the reason for low reading 
scores. This phase of POER corresponds with the referral and 
diagnostic processes in the system. 

Phase Three - Plan Formulation (Learning and/or Remediation 

Program) 

Each plan will consist of objectives (where will the 
student be when the problem has been ameliorated) , procedures 
(what exactly will be done by whom and when to accomplish the 
objectives), and evaluation design (how will we recognize 
progress as it occurs). These plans are always subject to 
revision as we receive feedback (responses to the remediation 
efforts) during the process. New iriformation may require a 
modification of our original plans. 
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Phase Four - Progress Notes (Remediation/Evaluation) 

It is vitally important that information be collected on 
remediation effort while they are in progress. Tho progress 
notes will include (a) obiective data, that is, L'^havioral 
measurements and, (b) subjective data, that is, the perceptions 
of the student, the teacher, the involved specialists, and the 
parents on the changes that do or do not occur. This data will 
be analyzed against the criteria established in the objectives. 

Phase Five - Flow Sheets 

The information generated in phase four is displayed in 
graphic form for easy identification of the rate and direction 
of progress that occurs. The teacher, the princr'^al, and the 
various specialists are able to relate problem areas one to 
another using the graphic data. Occasionally it may be advan- 
tageous to have an outside audit by other specialists regarding 
the progress data. 

Phase Six - Chart Review 

Completed POER's provide an opportunity for the principal, 
the teacher, and the specialists to evaluate their own efforts 
and to identify problem areas for their own continuing edu- 
cation. Such a fee'dback process will, over time, as- '.st the 
staff in deriving better, more specific problem definitions, 
as well as an assessment of the most effective treatment 
techniques. 



Specific Procedures for PQER 
Phase One -' Initial Data Phase 

Objective: To observe and record a student problem(s). 

1. The teacher prepares a behavioral definition of the 

problem(s) based upon any or all of the following data: 

a. classroom observation of behavior, 

b, a drop or plateau in learning achievement, 

0. abnormal ^health data reported by nurse, 

d. low scoring on standardized tests, 

e. problem report submitted by a district specialistCs ) 
(reading, speech, etc.), 

f . parent concern , 

g. abnormal results of use of periodic classroom obser- 
vation checklist (see appendix A for the Classroom 
Observation Checklist developed and agreed upon bv the 
district task force), 

h. periodic review of cumulative record, and 

1. reports and observations of others. 

Each definition should as specifically as possible define the 
problem in behavioral terms (see appendix B for Problem List 
Form) , 
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Phase Two - Problem Lists 

Each problem list initially consists of the preliminary 
definition of the problem and all supporting information 
generated from any or all of the sources indicated in ohase 
one. 

The teacher will then meet with the principal to review 
the problem lists. The principal then sets a date for an 
initial staff in,^ conference. It is recommended that a 
permanent staffing conference be established, consisting of 
one specialist from each speciality in the district. This 
initial conference includes only the team, the teacher, and 
the principal. 

Phase Three - Plan Formulation 

The team decides what additional diagnostic efforts need 
to be made to further define the problem. This information is 
recorded in th/^ progress • charts . 

When the additional diagnostic information (including 
diagnostic method, results, and recommendations) is received 
in written form within one week, the team meets with the teacher, 
the principal, the parents, and, if appropriate, central 
administration to: 

1. define the. problem, 

2. define the objectives to be achieved when the problem 
is resolved, 

3. select the appropriate specialty(s) to begin remed- 
iation , 

4. define the treatment procedures to be used, 

5. responsibilities are agreed upon-- who will do what, 
when— teacher , specialist(s) and parents, 

B. evaluation methods are agreed upon, including the 
specific time frames, 

7. a communications design is agreed upon: who will 
communicate what, to whom, when, and 

8. all of the above is recorded in the POER under Plan 
Formulation (see appendix C for the Plan Formulation 
Form) . 

Phase Four •- Progress Notes 

The Progress Notes will be charted daily to indicate student' 
progress based on the measurement criteria agreed-upon in phase 
three. The Progress Notes will also include "weekly obser- 
vations by teacher, parents, and specialists. (See apoendix 
D for Progress Notes Chart Form.) The emnhasis here should be 
upon behavioral descriptions rather than inferred iudgments 
about behavior. If clearly stated objectives exist measure- 
ments that indicate the progress being made will facilitate 
the reporting. 
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Phase Five - Flo w Sheets 

Once a month tho data in the Progress Notes will be 
transcribed into graphic flow sheets so as to visually depict 
the progress rate and to show the relationship between multiple 
problems . 

The staff conference team will review the flow sheets to 
determine the discrepancy between plans and progress. If 
plan modifications are necessary these will be designed and 
communicated » immediately, to all parties directly affected. 

The team decides monthly whether to: 



1. continue the plan, 

2. modify the plan, 

3. reenter the student into normal classroom activity, 
U. provide reduced continuing service, or 

5. request a new diagnosis. 

All such decisions and their corresponding rationale should 
be noted in the POER. 



If the problem(s) is considered ameliorated, the team will 
design a follow-up evaluation plan of the student *s prjDgress 
to take place once every three months for one year. (See 
appendix E for Flow Sheet Form.) 



Phase Six - Chart Review 



The purpose is to enable staff members to appraise and 
critique the processes and outcomes of each case. Once every 
three months the staffing conference team will review all or 
a random sample of completed POER's to detemine: 

1. successful and unsuccessful POER's, 

2. inadequate diagnostic services, 

3. areas which need better definition, 

4. successful and unsuccessful treatment techniques*, 

5. inadequate evaluation designs, and/or 

6. identify inservice needs of teachers, administrators, 
and specialists. 

(See appendix F for Chart Review Checklist.) Figure 4 
provides a flow diagram of the entire POER process. 

The final section of this paper will describe the proce- 
dures used to implement this system in the school district in 
this study. 
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Phase III - System Testing , Modification , and Implementation 

Near the end of Phase II of the study recommendations 
for a new district policy and procedures for pupil personnel 
services were submitted to the superintendent of schools and 
the school boards in the district by the district task force. 
These recommendations were accepted and implemented. The text 
adopted read as follows: 



THE CHITTENDEN CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 
POLICY FOR PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES 

The major goals of the educational program of 
the Chittenden Central District are: 

1. To provide a maximum learning experience for 
each student. 

2. To continually assess each student's progress 
appropriate to his capabilities, needs, and 
goals . 

In order to achieve those goals , it will be the 
policy of the schools within the Chittenden Central 
District to subscribe to a Problem Oriented System 
for Educational Services (P.O.S.E.) which provides 
a sequence for screening, evaluation, referral, reme- 
diation and evaluation of children in need of addi- 
tional personnel services. 

Students in apparent need of additional services 
will be first identified by broad screening measures 
as functioning below grade placement level, or below 
expected levels of performance, as judged by teachers 
or parents. 

Each school will have the specific responsibility 
for establishing its initial screening procedures 
within an established time line. Once established, 
these will become part of the total difjtrict policy. 

It will be understood that students identified 
will not qualify for additional personnel services 
until the first two steps have been fulfilled. 

In-school use of additional personnel services 
for evaluation and staff conferencing ourposes will 
be the responsibility of the principal or his desig- 
nate. Team staffing with appropriate representation 
of the various educational disciplines and adminis- 
trative personnel is? encouraged. 

Student referral to outside agencies will be 
channeled through the Chittenden Central District 
Office, Director of Pupil Personnel Services, to 
facilitate coordination of services and communication. 
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The value of a district system will be realized 
when used uniformly. To accomplish this, each school 
will provide sufficient in-service training time, as 
is necessary to acquaint school personnel with the 
P.O.S.E. services and criteria for identification. 



It should be noted here that the task force changed the 
name of the new system from the Problem Oriented Educational 
Record to the Problem Oriented System for Educational Services 
(P.O.S.E.). This policy, the procedures, and description of 
P.O.S.E. were sent to all faculty and staff in the district. 
Appendix G is the P.O.S.E. overview developed by the task 
force and pi-'esented to the faculty and staff. It was also 
announced at the same time that members of the district task 
force would work with the faculty in each school to implement 
the system. 

It was at this juncture in the study that the analysts 
moved to a lower profile role and provided periodic consul- 
tation to the two leaders of the district task force. It 
was the original intent of the developmental process that full 
participation by the representative task force in the three 
phases of the study would facilitate the development of 
faculty and staff commitment to the resulting system adopted. 
The development .process was, successful ; the faculty and staff 
were enthusiastic and committed to the results of their labors, 
and successfully transmitted this commitment to their peers 
during phase III of the study. 

The implementation plan designed by the task force made 
another significant change from the original plan which was to 
do a total district implementation in all six schools, rather 
than a pilot testing phase in one school. It was decided that 
inservice training would be provided to the faculty as each 
phase of the P.O.S.E. was implemented. The task force would 
then work with the staffs in each school to receive immediate 
feedback on the procedures and use this information to imme- 
diately modify the procedures as necessary. This sequence 
of activities, it was decided, would be phased in during the 
entire school year so that (1) teachers and staff could be 
"walked" through the procedures, (2) appropriate inservice 
education activities could occur at the most appropriate times, 
and (3) immediate debugging of the procedures could occur. 

This process of implementation also allowed the P.O.S.E. 
system to be modified as necessary for the unique needs of 
the different schools. Usually such differences occurred due 
to (1) differences in inservice education needs, (2) differences 
in the administrative-control needs of principals, (3) differ- 
ences in existing student information systems existing prior 
to the implementation of P.O.S.E., and (4) differences in 
available specialized personnel and programs. 
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During the implementation phase of P.O.S.E. the task force 
sought continuous evaluation of and feedback on the system by 
the teachers and staff in the six schools, and have concluded 
the following: 

1. Teachers and staff have willingly given the additional time 
necessary to implement and operate the system. ^ 

2. Teachers and staff now have much jnor>i information on the 
multiple needs of individual students. 

3. Many more students who need specialized services are being 
identified more often, and the needs are defined more 
specifically. 

H. As experience with the system accumulates teachers and 
staff become better at writing behavioral descriptions of 
problems and treatment plans. 

5. The introduction to the system by peers to small groups 

has continued to be highly valued by the teachers. Teachers 
have had the opportunity to fully explore their questions 
and concerns. Peer acceptance has provided consensual 
validation of the system and momentum for its implementation. 

6. Teacher and staff participation in designing the screening 
checklist has made it highly acceptable to the teachers. 
Previous attempts to introduce such a procedure in the 
district had been rejected by teachers. 

7. The P.O.S.E. system has clarified the roles, functions, and 
communications patterns among specialized personnel, and 
among specialized personnel, teachers, and administrators. 

8. Staffing conferences have allowed different perspectives 
of st«?.ff on specific problems to be more clearly defined. 

9. It has been decided that the P.O.S.E. system needs an 
additional checkpoint prior to staffing conferences to 
determine if any additional information is needed and 
available '> possibly an information checklist is needed for 
such a purpose. 

10. The system is also providing a data base for determining 
staff hiring requirements based on the specific skills 
needed to meet specific student needs. ^ 

11. Teachers perceive the inservice education program to be^ 

more useful than in the oast due to (1) the close relationship 
of the training to the teachers' immediate needs, and 
(2) the instruction being provided by their peers. 

12. The district is building a data base generated from the 
P.O.S.E. system which will be used to (1) analyse the 
patterns of student needs, (2) analyse different diag- 
nostic and treatment methodologies, (3) analyse the effects 

of P.O.S.E. on the curriculum, (4) determine staff development 
needs, and (5) evaluate the P.O.S.E. system on an annual 
basis . 

Conclusion 

Systems planning and management techniques have been 
combined with group organizational development techniques to • 
consensually analyse, design, and implement a Problem Oriented 
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Educational Record System for students with special needs in 
a total school district. The POER is an integrated information 
and organizational system that unifies student information; 
facilitates systematic decision-making; provides coordinated 
communications and management amon^ specialized personnel, 
teachers, and administrators; and coordinates and monitors 
the delivery of specialized services to individual students. 

The POER can be adapted to the individual needs of any 
school; it is also designed so that it lends itself to the 
developmental sophistication of the users. 
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APPENDIX B 



PROBLEM LIST 



STUDENT NAME: 



SCHOOL: 



ADDRESS: 



GRADE: 



AGE: 



SEX: M 



DATE: 



CLASSROOM: 



STAFF MEMBER: 



POSITION W TITLE: 



INSTRUCTIONS 



For each of the Mst below enter: the apisroprlate data* The rater prepares a 
behavioral definition of the problen(s), each definition should be as specific 
as possible. Define the problemCs) in behavioral terms based upon any of the 
following data: 

1. Classroom behavior (describe) 



2* Changes in rate of Irearnlng progress (describe changes) 



3. Si^if leant health data (explain) 



A. Standardized test results 



5. Report of Special Services Personnel (reading, speech, etc.) 



6. Parent concern (explain) 
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7* RdsultB of periodic olassroom observation checklist 



8. Periodic review of cumulative record 



9* Additional Information (comments from other staff members > outside agencies > 
etc.) 



Action Taken: 



Teacher /principal meeting; date:_^ 
Initial stuff ini^ conference date: 
Recorded by? 

Participants : 
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APPEIJDIX C 



PLAN F0RI1ULATI0N LIST 



STUDENT A E: 



SCHOOL; 



ADDRESS: 



GRADE: 



AGE: 



SFJCt M 



DATE; 



CLASSROOM: 



STAFF MEJIBERs 



INSTRUCTIONS 



vnien the additional diagnostic Information Is received in written form vlthln 
one week) the team meets tdth the teacher, the principal, the parents, and* If 
appropriate, central administration to: 

1. Define the problem 



2. Define the objectives to be achieved when the problem Is resolved 



3* Select the appropriate personnel to begin remediation 



4* Define remediation procedures: 



5* Define responsibilities— 'Who will do what, when—teacher, special services 
personnel, and parents* 



6* Define evaluation methods agreed upon, Include specific time frames 



7. Define communications deslp^i: (who will communicate what to whom when) 



Recorded by:_ 
Participants: 



8. Review and evaluation of educational treatment— continue or alter* 
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OTENDIX F 



CHART REVIEW 
CHECKLIST 



STUDENT NAME: 



SCHOOL! 



ADDRESS; 



GRADE: 



AGE; 



SEX: N 



F 



DATE: 



STAFF MEMBER; 



INSTRUCTIONS 



The Chart Review Checklist Is used to appraise or critique the processes and 
systems used by staff. Once every three months the staffing conference team 
will review completed POER's to determine current status and If changes, 
alterations, or additions are needed for any of the .following: 

1. POER's successful and unsuccessful 



2. Diagnostic services, strengths and weaknesses 



3« Problems which need better definition 



4. Remediation techniques, successful and unsuccessful 



5* Evaluation designs , adequate or Inadequate 
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6* Inservlce needs of teachers, administrators and specialists as Indicated 
by evaluation of 1-5 « 
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